In this article we investigate the interreligious orientations of a sample of 538 students from Standard 9 (Grade 11) who attended Anglican and Catholic schools in the Johannesburg/Pretoria region during 1995. In the first part of the article we describe the religious diversity of South Africa. This religious diversity was neglected in the past, but due to the establishment of the first democratically elected parliament and the adoption of a new constitution, we have entered a new situation in South Africa. Despite these changes, we still face the challenge to realise the democratic vision. Against this background, we direct our attention to two questions: What are the interreligious orientations of the South African youth, and how do they evaluate these interreligious orientations? Based on theological models of the meeting between religions we conceptualised four interreligious orientations: exclusivistic, inclusivistic, relativistic and dialogic. The relativistic orientation receives empirical support, but these students do not distinguish between exclusivistic and inclusivistic interreligious orientations. An unexpected finding is the distinction between subjective and objective dialogic orientations. These students are negative towards an absolutistic (exclusivistic and inclusivistic) orientation, and favour a relativistic interreligious orientation. lutroductiou
Despite the richness, challenges and growth potential that this diversity brings, we are also painfully aware of the problems and tensions that often arise from this diversity. Social, economic, cultural and political diversities often seem to be catalysts for wars, conflict and all sorts of violence. One of the main challenges of our time is dealing constructively with this pluralism and multiculturalism (cf Gutman 1994) .
Religious diversity is an important part of the pluralism and diversity of our times. The days are gone that the world religions could be related to specific geographical areas on our planet. The massive migrations of people in this century as well as the communication explosion have led to multifaith societies in many parts of the world. There are no longer oceans separating Christians from adherents of other faiths, and Christians, Muslims, Hindus, Sikhs and Buddhists rub shoulders on every street in Western countries, writes Bosch (1991:475) . Despite processes of modernisation and rationalisation, religion and religious issues still seem to be part of the fabric of modern societies. It is common knowledge that religious conflicts are often in some way intertwined with many of the conflicts all over the world, for example in Northern Ireland and the Middle East. These conflicts are not only between the world religions,' but also within religions (such as the CatholicProtestant antagonism in Northern Ireland). This leads to the view that world peace depends among other things on peace among the various religions (cf Kung in Kfng et al 1 993 :44 1 ). Even in less extreme cases religious diversity has some conflict potential and is often experienced as a problem. There seems to be a renewal of the traditional bond between religion and nationalism in certain societies and an increase in the kind of religious expression associated with fundamentalist and national religious expansion through religious communities catering for racial, ethnic and social identities (To & Tulasiewicz 1993:178; cf Bosch 1991:476) . Even established democracies seem to struggle with this religious plurality as part of multicultural societies,-" as multiculturalism and religious diversity often go hand in hand. There seems to be a conflict between 'collective identities', including collective_ religious identities, and individual identities. With religion, the conflict potential of collective religious identities is enhanced because of the truth claims that are inseparably part of these identities. The exclusiveness of religious claims thus has the potential to increase intolerance. diversity and the problems it poses, the following questions are of more than academic significance at the dawn of the third millennium: How can people of different faiths and with different religious identities live justly and harmoniously together in a multireligious, democratic society which is increasingly growing into a 'global village'? (cf Ziebertz 1993:89) . What kind of interaction between the world religions do we need? (Van der Ven 1994:246) . These important questions form the background to this article. In the first part of the article we explore the problem of religious diversity in the South African context with its changing political situation.
In the second part we explicate the theoretical framework for our empirical research on interreligious orientations.
In the third part we discuss the results of empirical research on the interreligious orientations of a section of today's South African youth. In the concluding part we reflect briefly on the research results in the light of the religious diversity in South Africa.
Religious Diversity in South Africa
Since the establishment of the first democratically elected Parliament in 1994 South Africa has had a new political structure. Although South Africa is legally and politically a democracy, we are now faced with the major challenge of building up new economic, social and cultural structures in this multicultural land. But South Africa does not only need the strengthening of the democratic system -more than this, we are faced with the task of realising the democratic vision (cf De Gruchy In De Gruchy's (1995:7) words, a democratic vision refers among other things 'to that hope for a society in which all people are truly equal and yet where difference is respected'. The challenge of realising this vision was echoed by the Cape Town Conference of the South African member churches of the World Council of Churches in 1992, which called for the creation of an ethos of multicultural respect and tolerance in our divided country (cf De Gruchy 1994:18-19) . The realisation of this democratic vision seems to be particularly difficult in South Africa because apartheid led to the annihilation of the fundamental human values that are important preconditions to democratic order. In De Gruchy's (1994:19; De Gruchy 1995:218) words: 'A respect for free speech as well as tolerance for the views of others have been casualties of the struggle against apartheid ... ' It is against this background that the problem of religious diversity gains prominence, because the intolerance of the beliefs and opinions of others is one of the most serious dangers facing South Africa (De Gruchy 1994:21 ) . De Gruchy therefore pleads for interfaith tolerance and cooperation.
Is this call for interfaith tolerance necessary in such a 'Christian country' as South Africa?' We believe it is, given the religious plurality of this country. This diversity was often neglected in favour of Christianity.? According to Prozesky ( 1995:1 ) the history of South Africa shows that there was no equality of faiths. One of the ways in which the religious diversity was obscured was precisely by creating an image of South Africa as a 'Christian country'. The claim that South Africa is a Christian country is usually based on statistics from government censuses. According to the 1991 census' about 95% of those who answered the question regarding the religious group they belonged to indicated that they were affiliated with a Christian community (J J (Chidester et al 1994:16) ." The designations 'Christian' and 'Christianity' thus obscure the religious plurality within Christianity.
Roughly a third of the total number of Christians belong to the socalled African Initiated Churches. Then follow the Reformed family (18%), Catholics ( 11 %), the Methodists (9%), Anglicans (6%) and Lutherans (4%) (Kruger 1994:4 with reference to the 1991 census). Nor is this intrinsic pluralism, as Omar (1991:50) In practice, however, things were quite different. According to Prozesky ( 1995:1 ) the history of South Africa shows that there was no equality of faiths. The religious situation thus resembles the inequalities and injustices of the sociopolitical and other spheres of our society (Prozesky 1995:1-2) ." In apartheid South Africa the Christian religion was privileged above all the other religions. " Van der Westhuizen and Heyns (1993:99-100) mention that the South African law shows a strong preference for Christianity. However, it is important to point out that this lack of religious freedom did not emerge only for religions other that Christianity. Even the religious freedom of Christian churches was compromised by state intervention in religious affairs. According to Van der Westhuizen and Heyns (1993:100) the South African government has often interfered with the work of churches, especially when these were perceived to oppose the state's apartheid and security policies. Examples of state intervention are the deportation of missionaries, breaking up of services and processions, and the banning of the Christian Institute of South Africa. Villa Vicencio (1992:263-264) mentions several examples of state intervention in religious freedom. According to him, one of the best illustrations was the introduction of what became known as the 'church clause' by the then Minister of Native Affairs and one of the main architects of apartheid, Hendrik Verwoerd. This 'church clause' was introduced to impose racial segregation in the worship services of the non-racial churches, and after protest from these churches was modified to allow the state to prevent black Christians from worshipping with white Christians if anyone should complain that they were a 'nuisance' or were worshipping in 'excessive numbers'. In 1983 the Eloff Commission condemned all forms of political theology and as late as 1987 the Commissioner of Police made it illegal for churches to call for the release of political detainees. Although some of the mainline Christian churches were discriminated against under apartheid, it should be added that the African Initiated Churches (AICs) were particularly hard hit. They were often seen as 'hotbeds of African nationalism', and therefore not treated as `recognised' churches who could own property or qualify for church stands (cf Claasen 1995) .
This situation changed dramatically after the establishment of the first democratically elected Parliament in 1994. The new government embarked on the process of constitution making through its Constitutional Assembly and wide consultation. On 10 December 1996 President Nelson Mandela signed the final Constitution into law and on 3
February 1997 South Africa's new Constitution came into effect after months of consultation and negotiation between the major political parties.24 This marks the end of a long process in which South Africa moved to a democracy in which the Constitution is sovereign (Report on Christianity, the secular state a7td constitutionalism 1996:80). With this new Constitution South Africa finally became a fledgling member of the democratic family on our planet.
The new Constitution has important implications for the relation between state and religion. Whereas the 1983 Constitution (like its predecessors in the 1910 and 1961 constitutions) started with a constitutional confession of faith (cf Du Plessis 1996:60-61 ), this is not so with the new Constitution.25 South Africa has become a constitutional secular state2'' in which religious freedom and the protection of religious rights are guaranteed through its Bill of Rights. Thus Section 15 ( 1 ) of the Constitution reads as follows: 'Everyone has the right to freedom of conscience, religion, thought, belief and opinion.' According to Du Plessis (1996 :66) this clause protects more than freedom of religion in the strict sense of the words, and includes the right not to observe any religion and the right not to believe. This right is also supported by other rights such as the right to equal protection and benefit of the law that prohibits discrimination on the grounds of (among others) religion, conscience or belief,27 and the freedom of expression, assembly and
The final Bill of Rights also recognises (but does not guarantee) the right of people who belong to a cultural, religious or linguistic community to enjoy their culture, practise their religion, use their language, and form, join and maintain cultural, religious and linguistic associations and other organs of civil society."' This loss of Christian political power"' and the change to a truly secular state with a new Constitution and a Bill of Rights led to a growing awareness of the problem of religious diversity in this country, especially among those Christian communities that benefited from the political power of apartheid South Africa.B' Although the majority of the people of our country claim to be 'Christians' in some way or another, there is now greater awareness of religious diversity through the mass media (specifically religious programmes on SABC television), the religious observances at state functions (such as the inauguration of President Mandela) which reflect the religious diversity of our country, and the increasing interaction between people from different cultural backgrounds, and in schools too. There is also growing awareness that our actions must be consistent with the new Constitution, which guarantees freedom of religion and prohibits any discrimination on religious grounds. ?12
The interests of Christian communities are no longer 'protected'
by the state or public policy-making. Christian communities have to accept the challenge that faces all religious communities, namely how to deal with the religious diversity in a truly democratic spirit. This means, in the words of Lubbe (1995:33) , accepting people of other faiths 'as colleagues, neighbours, friends and fellow citizens'.
Against this background of discrimination against people of other faiths, and the need to build a truly democratic ethos, it is important to establish the attitudes or orientations of citizens of South Africa towards other religions. Even more important, we would like to know the interreligious orientations of the youth, those youngsters who will be tomorrow's leaders and who will have to work toward realising the democratic vision in our country. Do they exhibit interreligious orientations that could contribute to equality, tolerance, justice, peace and respect and the realisation of a democratic vision? Or do they hold interreligious orientations that could possibly contribute to tension, intolerance, religious apartheid, injustice, disrespect, religious fanaticism and religious authoritarianism in a divided South African society ? Two questions direct our attention. What are the interreligious orientations of South African youth? How do they evaluate these interreligious orientations? Before we try to answer these questions from a survey conducted in 1995 we explain the theoretical framework for our empirical research.
Interreligious Orientations
Growing awareness of the religious diversity of our 'global village' not only poses problems on a sociopolitical level, it is also one of the main problems of theology today (cf Race 1983:ix-xi; Waldenfels 1990 :6-7). 'To say that we live in a religiously plural world is not new. What is new, however, is the increasing awareness that this brings with it serious theological issues for the Christian church' (Race 1983:1 ) . This awareness has brought many disconcerting questions in its wake and poses a serious challenge to the traditional self-understanding of Christians (cf Netland 1986:20 1983:ix) . These are all important questions, because the answers are vital to the establishment of our religious identities in a religiously plural world. These questions have received much attention in the last decade or so in a new specialism of the Christian theological enterprise (Race 1983:xi) , the 'theology of religions'. This branch of theology endeavours to deal in a theologically responsible way with the serious theological challenges of religious plurality. Ziebertz ( 1992:85) even says that it 'seems as if an epoch in theology is coming to an end, which has concentrated on doing theology within the limits of Christian revelation and negating all other religions that ultimate validity, which it claims for its own conviction'.
At the heart of the traditional approach to 'theology of religions' is the issue of the relationship of Christianity to the other world religions. This is not, of course, a new issue. The history of the problem of Christian attitudes to adherents of other faiths is ancient, with roots in the Old Testament (Bosch 1991:474) . It is only in recent times, however, that the issue has become prominent again."" Knitter (1985:18) says that the main stumbling-block for Christian theology in the face of religious pluralism is the traditional self-understanding of Christianity as unique, exclusive, superior, definitive, normative, and absolute. Is this Christian self-understanding mistaken? Is Christianity indeed essentially different and something special? (cf Bosch 1991:477) .
The urgency to respond theologically to this question has led to a vast number of publications and theological positions. Bosch (1991 :478) , for example, refers to the work of Klaus Nurnberger, who as early as 1970 identified 27 types of response. Knitter (1985) also refers to the difficulty of classifying the variety of attitudes towards other religions. In his overview of current models of Christian understanding of other religions, Knitter (1995:25) says that terms are either too ambiguous or too strictly defined, that models blur differences or simplify complexities, and that different starting-points or criteria lead to different models. As an example he refers to his own classification (1995) that takes a confessional perspective as the point of departure: the conservative evangelical approach ('Christianity is the one true religion'), the mainline Protestant approach ('other religions contain revelation but no salvation'), the Roman Catholic approach ('other religions may be true and good but need fulfilment in Christ'), and the theocentric approach ('there are many ways to the one Divine Centre'). However, by taking a christological perspective as a basis for classification, the following categories might be distinguished: Christ against the religions (a negation of the value of other religions); Christ within the religions (Christ as a universal saving presence); Christ above religions (Christ not as the cause of salvation, but as the fullest embodiment of salvation); and Christ together with the religions (Christ as one of many possible saving figures and manifestations of truth) (Knitter 1995:25) . Many other 'classifications' or 'typologies' of the relation between Christianity and other religions can be found in the theology of religions with no apparent or emerging consensus (cf Bosch 1 99 1 :478)."" One of the most 'popular' typologies, however, is proposed by Race (1983) , exclusivism, inclusivism and pluralism. 15 According to Race (1983: 7) these models give a broad typological framework within which most current Christian theologies of religions can be placed. The essence of exclusivism is that salvation is only possible through Jesus Christ (cf Acts 4:12; John 14:6), and revelation in Christ is the sole criterion by which the relationship between Christianity and other faiths can be understood and evaluated (cf Race Race (1983:24) says that this model is the most clear-cut, because it involves no complicated theory of religious experience; it appeals to 'what for many is a self-evident biblical witness', it is logical and it corresponds most closely to the orthodox Christian view through the centuries." The model of inclusivism, with its roots in the early Christian tradition, implies both an acceptance and a rejection of other faiths, a dialectical 'yes' and 'no' (Race 1983:38) . Although this approach accepts that the grace of God is also at work in the other religions, it maintains the uniqueness of Christ and the superiority of Christianity. Within this view, the Christian religion is regarded as 'the seed' for other religions. Two equally binding convictions have to be kept in balance, the universal will of God to save, and the uniqueness of the revelation in Christ (Race 1983:54 In comparison with the models of exclusivism and inclusivism which can both claim 'ample pedigree in the Christian tradition' (Race 1983:70) , the model of pluralism belongs to the modern period. 3D This model stresses that the knowledge of God is partial in all faiths, including Christianity, and that religious truth cannot escape cultural relatedness (cf Race 1983:72; 76; Netland 1986:22) .4" According to Race (1983: 77) the pluralist position seems to give the simplest solution to the problem of religious diversity.
Although there seems to be much consensus regarding the models of exclusivism and inclusivism, the third model in Race's typology, pluralism, is problematic. Knitter (1995:23) laments the often stereotyped image of the pluralist model and stresses that a 'plurality of pluralists' exists." It is thus better to speak of different versions of a pluralistic theology of religions. We distinguish here only the relativistic and dialogic versions of pluralism. The core idea of relativistic pluralism" is that the various religions are in principle equal. All religions are merely branches of the same tree. From a phenoTfienolojjical perspective this implies that God's salvific work takes different forms in different cultures and historical periods. These cultural differences, however, are not substantial and of little importance because behind them is the one God (Ziebertz 1993:90; 1994:153,157) . From a psychological perspective the equality of religions is linked to the common divine soul present in the 'collective subconscious' (in Jung's terms) of humankind. Although rnyths and symbols differ according to culture, the core of this archetype remains identical (Ziebertz 1993:90-91; 1994:153-154,157) . All religions give expression to the human being's emotional search for happiness and joy (Van der Ven 1994:250) . One of the weaknesses of this model is that it runs the risk of reductionism in which the religious dimension is reduced to the philosophical (phenomenological) or psychological equality referred to above. In this way the intrinsic value of religion, namely as human engagement with transcendence, is lost. Another potential problem of religious relativism4v is that it can end in religious indifferentism (Van der Ven 1994:250). The relativistic version of pluralism has led authors such as Knitter (1995; , Kiing (Kiing et al and Tracy (1990) each in his own way to stress the importance of irtterreligious dialogue within a pluralistic approach which takes otherness and difference between religions seriously. Instead of accepting a pluralistic theology of religions in which the 'the real diversity among religions becomes submerged in a placid sea of sameness' (Knitter 1995:31) , this 'dialogic approach' opts for a critical correlational dialogue in which all sides are able to hear and at the same time to speak to and challenge in return (Knitter 1995:24; cf Kung et al 1993:xix; Tracy 1990 ). An important element of this approach is that there should be dialogue or communication between one's own and other religions. This dialogue, however, should not be conducted from an 'I' perspective only, in which one's own religion is taken as the most valuable way to salvation or religious truth such as the exclusivistic and inclusivistic models imply. Nor should this dialogue be conducted only from a neutral 'it' perspective, in which personal involvement with religious matters is avoided, such as in the relativistic model. The core of this model is that the dialogue between religions should be characterised by a perspective exchange. This presupposes not only an established religious identity and personal engagement with religious matters in a specific religious tradition," but also the ability and the willingness to interpret other religions from their own perspectives.
Such a perspective exchange thus implies a double, reciprocal auto-and allo-interpretation of one's own and the other religion (cf Waldenfels 1990 :18-21) .
This model, which is based on the principle of dialogue, reflects a relational notion of the truth and can be regarded as a modern theological orientation to the problem of religious diversity (cf Ziebertz 1993:91-92) .
It also implies a striving for mutual understanding, tolerance and respect as well as self-reflexivity and self-criticism. Van der Ven (1994:253) states that this model is based on humanistic values such as the right to conscience, the right of religious freedom (between and within religions), and the intrinsic worth of the individual human being. We are dealing with interreligious orientations among South African youth. We distinguished four interreligious orientations (exclusivistic, inclusivistic, relativistic and dialogic) based on these theological models on the meeting between religions in order to try to answer the question regarding their interreligious orientations. The four orientations were operationalised by four items each, which resulted in a set of 16 questions. 4(? We operationalised the exclusivistic orientation in our research with items such as 'Only in my religion can people receive true salvation' and 'My religion contains the one, true light of redemption'. The inclusivistic orientation was operationalised in items such as 'Compared with Illy religion, the other religions contain only part of the truth' and `Compared to the other religions, my religion contains the supreme salvation'.
Examples of our conceptualisation of the relativistic orientation are items such as `All religions are equally valuable, they form different ways to the same salvation' (the phenomenological perspective) and 'There is no difference between religions; they all stem from a longing for God' (the psychological perspective). Lastly, the dialogic orientation was operationalised in items such as 'The way to real salvation is only to be found in dialogue between the religions' and 'Before finding authentic (real) redemption religions must enter into dialogue with each other'.
Interreligious
Orientations of a Sample of South Africans Youth
We have referred above to the importance of empirical research in order to try to establish the attitudes of the peoples of this country, especially the youth, towards adherents of other faiths. To investigate these attitudes we included the questions on 'interreligious orientations' in a survey we conducted in 1995 among a specific section of South African youth. This sample approaches the empirical universum of Standard 9 students in both church-affiliated schools in the Johannesburg/Pretoria region."
Now we are able to try to answer the question we asked at the end of the first part of the article: What are the interreligious orientations of South African youth? This question can be formulated in a more specific way. Do the orientations of South African youth reveal the same structure as the conceptual structure (see figure 1) 
Interreligious orientations
To answer this question we conducted an overall factor analysis on the answers given by these Standard 9 (Grade 11 ) students. For statistical reasons, two items had to be eliminated."
Four factors were extracted from the students' responses to the remaining items. As figure 1 shows, only the relativistic orientation receives empirical support. 49 The distinction between exclusivistic and inclusivistic orientations, however, does not seem to apply in the empirical domain. These respondents do not distinguish between exclusivistic and inclusivistic orientations.
Empirically, these variants are not distinct but form one factor. 50 Underlying both the exclusivistic and inclusivistic orientations is the absolutistic claim that my religion is the only true religion (cf Sterkens, Hermans & Van der Ven 1997:1 1).5' We therefore labelled this factor the absolutistic orientation.
Contrary to our expectations, we found that the dialogic orientation does not form one factor, but two. This indicates that two empirically distinct dimensions regarding the dialogic orientation as we conceptualised it can be distinguished.
A possible reason for this result is that the respondents were inconsistent in their answers and the reliability of the responses has to be questioned. This is unlikely, because of the apparent consistency in the response patterns on the other concepts. A second possibility is that no clear position regarding dialogue with the other faiths has yet crystallised in the minds of these students, and their responses to these closely related items therefore show some inconsistency or ambivalence. The question then arises whether this does not also apply to the other models that we have distinguished.
Why will their ideas towards dialogue with other religions be less crystallised than towards the other models that we have distinguished? A third possibility, and the one that we find most likely, is that the operationalisation of the dialogic orientation is not unidimensional, that is that some other dimension is present in the items which we overlooked.52 On close inspection of the two factors it became clear that two underlying dimensions are indeed present in our operationalisation of tlie dialogic orientation. The first refers to dialogue from a personal, subjective perspective, while the second factor seems to stress dialogue from a more objective and impersonal perspective.
Although the respondents are most probably not aware of the theologies of salvation and differences in 'salvation language', the different words used in the items of the two factors, respectively salvation and redemption, strengthen the above interpretation of a distinction between subjective and objective dialogic orientations. According to Rahner and vorgrimler (1983:458 ) the term salvation 'does not primarily signify an "objective" achievement ... but rather a "subjective", existential healing and fulfilment of life'. It is not only salvation in a general objective sense that is at stake in the interreligious dialogue, but my salvation. 53 In contrast, the term redemption 14 in the Christian sense refers to an 'objective' event." The subjective-objective distinction also makes sense regarding the wording of the other two items,"3 namely 'God' and 'real truth' as the object of the dialogue between the religions. The aim of the interreligious dialogue can be seen as the search for real truth, which has the connotations of objectivity, universality and impersonality, in contrast to the search for God which refers to a much more personal and subjective event. (table 1) . These orientations seem to be each other's opposites. This is confirmed by the strong, negative correlation (r -.65) between the two factors, which means that the higher these respondents value a absolutistic orientation, the lower they will value a relativistic orientation, and the other way round. 57 The relatively strong positive correlation (r .45) between the subjective and objective dialogic orientations is also no surprise (see above). It is interesting to note that the relativistic orientation has a moderate, positive correlation with both the subjective (r .33) and the objective (r .30) dialogic orientation. This can be interpreted against the background of the debate on the theology of religions (see above) on the different 'versions' of pluralism. Although the relativistic and the two dialogic orientations are empirically distinct, they all give expression to a pluralistic interreligious orientation. The question now arises whether differences exist in the valuations of these interreligious orientations.
In other words, is there a specific interreligious orientation that these youngsters value more highly than the other? In table 2 we see the average scores on the different interreligious orientations." Table 2 : Valuation of tlte interreligious orientations
The respondents in our population are clearly negative about an absolutistic orientation.'''' This orientation, which claims uniqueness and/or superiority for one's own religion in the meeting between religions, received the lowest average score from our respondents. As a group they reject such an orientation to other religions. Regarding the two dialogic orientations that we have distinguished above, they clearly favour an objective dialogic orientation. This means that they prefer dialogue between religions to be conducted from an objective, distant perspective rather than from a subjective and personal faith perspective. The highest average score (3.8) is obtained for the relativistic orientation.`'" As a group these students are positive towards such an orientation in the meeting between different faiths, that is, they favour an orientation which regards all faiths as equal, which values the common core of all religions more than the cultural particulars of the different religions, and which relativises the special truth of a specific religion (cf Ziebertz 1993:93,96) . The answer to the above question is that these students clearly favour the relativistic as opposed to the other three orientations.
Why do they favour a relativistic orientation?
We suggest three possibilities. First, it may be a youth phenomenon. Ziebertz ( 1993:97) , with reference to Nipkow's work (cf Nipkow 1994:224) , maintains that a relativistic attitude regarding the multitude of religions is widely popular among students."' Second, this result may be expected, given recent sociopolitical changes in South Africa, with the concomitant establishment of a secular state, the stress on religious freedom, tolerance and a democratic ethos from political and religious leaders, and the call to transcend cultural and other differences with slogans such as 'One country, one nation' and 'We are one'. Third, this finding also makes sense if one considers the 'democratic ethos' of the schools that our respondents attend. Although these schools are private church schools, they are not exclusively for people from these denominations.'" Furthermore, not only students who identify with a Christian church or denomination attend these schools, but also students who prefer other, non-Christian religions or no religion at all.13-" These schools have a history of actively striving for tolerance and respect for cultural and religious differences, and were racially integrated even in the heydays of apartheid.'''
Conclusion
We referred above to a very important question, namely how people of different faiths and different religions can live justly and harmoniously together in a multireligious, democratic society. What can we deduce from our research among a sample of the youth of South Africa regarding this important question? What do we learn from the orientations of the youth of South Africa towards religious diversity?
Against the background of apartheid, the discrimination against faiths and the general lack of a democratic ethos and vision (De Gruchy 1995) the research results are indeed encouraging."? The students who took part in our research are clearly negative about an absolutistic interreligious orientation, with its implied attitude that I am right and everyone else is wrong (cf Cooling 1994:36) , and positive towards a relativistic interreligious orientation, with its implied religious tolerance and respect for others.
Although we view these results in a positive light, we have to point out that the relations between orientations and actions are not simple and linear.G7 We cannot take for granted that a relativistic orientation will lead to inter-faith tolerance. On the other hand, we also cannot assume that a person with an absolutistic orientation will necessarily act intolerantly towards people of other faiths. We have to keep in mind that the relationships between cognitive, affective and behavioural components are much more complex than was once assumed (cf Van 
